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ABSTRACT 
The number of female inmates is growing at alarming rates, yet research on this 
population is extremely limited. Even more limited is research regarding relational 
aggression among female inmates. In the current study, prevalence and characteristics of 
relational aggression among female inmates were assessed in a survey. Inmates were 
classified into one of four categories: pure aggressor, aggressor/victim, pure victim, and 
not-involved. Results indicated that 93.6% of inmates had either experienced relational 
aggression, perpetrated relational aggression, or both. These findings hold implications 
for increased awareness of the prevalence, characteristics, and consequences of relational 
aggression in prison. Further research on this topic is imperative for the safety and well-
being of inmates. 
Keywords: relational aggression, female inmates, bullying, prevalence, characteristics
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INTRODUCTION 
In the United States, approximately 1 out of every 109 adult women are under the 
care, custody, or control of the criminal justice system (Greenfeld & Snell, 1999). In fact, 
the number of incarcerated women is growing at an alarming rate. For instance, from 
1973 to 1993, the numbers of incarcerated females increased by 846%, an increase 
almost double that of their male counterparts during the same time frame (Maguire & 
Pastore, 1995). Further, 97,491 women were incarcerated in a state or federal prison at 
the end of 2002, compared with only 68,468 at the end of 1995 (Harrison & Beck, 2003). 
Currently, the rate of women’s imprisonment is at a historic high (Chesney-Lind, 1998), 
increasing from 54 per 100,000 in 1997 (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1998) to 69 per 
100,000 in 2008 (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2009). 
Inmate-on-inmate aggression is a routine feature of prison life for incarcerated 
females; in fact, about 94% of female inmates have acknowledged witnessing at least one 
act of aggression between inmates during their incarceration (McGuire, 2005). However, 
inmate-on-inmate aggression has been neglected and understudied among females 
(Verona & Carbonell, 2000). Moreover, it is well-documented in the literature that 
females are more likely to engage in relational aggression than in overt physical 
aggression (Crick, 1996; Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Werner & Crick, 1999). Relational 
aggression is even less well researched than is physical aggression among female 
inmates, yet it is likely that high levels of relational aggression exist among incarcerated 
females. Research is therefore needed to explore relational aggression among female 
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inmates as a means of understanding and identifying aggressive females, as well as of 
preventing such acts. The purpose of this study was therefore to examine via survey both 
the prevalence of relational aggression and the characteristics of female inmates who 
engage in and/or are victims of relational aggression among female Oregon Department 
of Corrections (ODOC) inmates. 
Simmons (2002) noted that “the day-to-day aggression that persists among girls, a 
dark underside of their social universe, remains uncharted and explored. We have no 
language for it” (p. 69). That is, only recently has relational aggression become a focus of 
researchers’ attention, and there is currently no agreed-upon definition. For these reasons, 
it is important that I clarify the operational definition of relational aggression for the 
present purposes. The definition used in this study was based on Ireland’s (2001) prison-
based definition of bullying, Crick and Grotpeter’s (1995) work, and information on the 
website Relational Aggression (http://www.relationalaggression.com/index.html). 
Relational aggression was defined in the current study as encompassing both direct 
bullying in the form of psychological/verbal bullying (i.e., name calling, taunting, and 
harassment) and indirect bullying (i.e., gossiping, lying, spreading rumors, telling secrets, 
betrayal, exclusion, and silent treatment). Relational aggression can be thought of as 
emotional violence and is used to harm, humiliate, or exclude individuals. Unlike the 
broader category of bullying, relational aggression does not include instances of physical 
contact. Further, relational aggression may be repeated over time or limited to one 
occasion despite the severity of the incident. 
Research conducted thus far among female inmates has been focused on the 
nature and extent of bullying as well as the prediction of group membership of inmates 
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based on these characteristics. In the following sections, I discuss existing literature on 
aggressive behavior among females within correctional settings and the approach of the 
present study.  
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 The following section includes on overview of relational aggression among 
female inmates, bullying behavior among inmates (including relevant research on gender 
differences, direct vs. indirect forms of bullying, and descriptive characteristics of 
bullying behaviors), and research on the prediction of group membership and 
categorization of inmates based on bullying behaviors. 
Relational Aggression Among Female Inmates 
 In the only known study to date in which a researcher examined relational 
aggression among an incarcerated population, Ben-Horin (2001) examined the 
relationship between psychopathy, relational aggression, and institutional misconduct in 
female inmates. Ben-Horin administered the Hare Psychopathy Checklist-Revised (PCL-
R; Hare, 1991), Crick’s Relational Aggression Peer Nomination Instrument (Werner & 
Crick, 1999), and the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI; Spielberger, 1983) to 68 
female inmates housed in maximum, medium, and minimum security at a county jail in 
California. Further, the researchers reviewed files to obtain an institutional misconduct 
score for each participant and asked the staff to rate each inmate on relational aggression, 
physical aggression, and institutional misconduct. 
Ben-Horin (2001) found that a higher percentage of the women were identified as 
being relationally aggressive than were identified as physically aggressive. Specifically, 
on a scale ranging from 0 to 2 (for which higher scores indicated increased relational 
aggression), the mean relational aggression scores for inmates from minimum, medium, 
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and maximum security were 0.81, 0.92, and 1.47, respectively. Using the same scale, the 
mean physical aggression scores for minimum, medium, and maximum security were 
0.009, 0.29, and 0.60, respectively for those same settings. Ben-Horin found that inmates 
tried to hurt each other when they were angry by spreading rumors, complaining to staff, 
and making statements about other inmate’s sexual preferences and behaviors. Further, 
the inmates were able to identify other inmates who engaged in relationally aggressive 
behavior; however, staff members “appeared unaware of relational aggression” (p. 89). 
On the other hand, many inmates did not report any of their own relationally aggressive 
behaviors except for ignoring inmates when they were angry.  
Interestingly, Ben-Horin (2001) found that relational aggression was positively 
correlated with psychopathy (r = .34, p < .05); however, after controlling for the higher 
PCL-R scores found for African American inmates in the study, the correlations were no 
longer significant (r = .23, p value not given). In addition, the researchers found that 
relational aggression and institutional misconduct were significantly and positively 
correlated (r = .38, p < .05), even after controlling for ethnicity. Despite the fact that 
relational aggression peer nomination scores and psychopathy scores did not significantly 
predict institutional misconduct among female inmates in this study, the findings suggest 
that, at a minimum, relational aggression is an understudied phenomenon among female 
inmates. 
Bullying Behavior Among Female Inmates 
In the first study to examine bullying behavior among female inmates, Ireland and 
Archer (1996) tested the hypotheses that females would engage in more indirect forms of 
bullying than males and that males would engage in more direct forms of bullying than 
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females. The researchers administered a survey called The Bullying Questionnaire to 48 
female and 90 male offenders from two separate prisons in the United Kingdom. Overall, 
Ireland and Archer concluded that women were significantly more likely than men to 
report indirect bullying (26.2% vs. 5.4% respectively), and men were significantly more 
likely than women to report direct bullying (94.6% vs. 73.8% respectively). Specifically, 
women were more likely than men to report verbal bullying, gossiping, and ostracizing, 
whereas men were more likely than women to report physical assaults. Further, women 
were significantly more likely than men to identify introverts (69.6% vs. 15.9% 
respectively), younger inmates (30.4% vs. 8.5% respectively), and first-time inmates 
(21.7% vs. 4.9% respectively) as victims, whereas men were significantly more likely 
than women to identify sex offenders (46.3% vs. 4.4% respectively) and physically 
vulnerable or weak inmates (56.1% vs. 34.8% respectively) as victims. In this 
groundbreaking study, Ireland and Archer set the foundation for examining sex 
differences among inmate populations. Further, the researchers suggested that bullying 
interventions could be improved by tailoring programs to meet the needs of the specific 
inmate population. 
To provide a descriptive analysis of bullying behaviors, Ireland (1999) 
administered the Direct and Indirect Prisoner Behaviour Checklist (DIPC; Ireland, 1999) 
to a total of 399 inmates (74 female, 235 male). Overall, 57.9% of inmates reported 
engaging in at least one instance of bullying. Of the total who reported bullying, 45.3% 
reported engaging in indirect bullying, and 37.5% reported engaging in direct bullying. 
Psychological/verbal bullying was the largest subcategory of direct bullying, comprising 
35.9% of the reported incidences of direct bullying. Unlike Ireland and Archer’s (1996) 
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study, Ireland found that significantly more males than females reported both indirect and 
direct bullying (48.9% of males vs. 33.8% of females reported indirect bullying and 
41.3% of males vs. 25.7% of females reported direct bullying).  
Further, Ireland (1999) found that 51.8% of inmates reported having been 
victimized by a bully. Of the total who were victimized, 42.4% reported indirect 
victimization and 33.0% reported experiencing direct victimization. Again, 
psychological/verbal bullying was the largest category of direct victimization, making up 
23.3% of the reported incidences. Ireland noted that past research (Ireland & Archer, 
1996) had indicated lower bully and victim estimates for both males and females. She 
hypothesized that the explicit use of the term “bullying” in previous research may have 
resulted in an underestimation of the prevalence rates of bullying. Ireland also pointed out 
that inmates may have reported more isolated incidents of aggression rather than 
recurrent incidents of bullying. Ireland suggested that a “well-defined” and “prison-
based” (p. 177) definition of bullying was needed for future research.  
In fact, the need for a unified definition of prison bullying has been well-
documented in the literature (e.g., Connell & Farrington, 1996, 1997; Ireland, 1999; 
Leddy & O’Connell, 2002; Power, Dyson, & Wozniak, 1997; Tattum & Herdman, 1995). 
Ireland (2001) attempted to fulfill this need in providing a working definition of prison 
bullying. Her definition was as follows: 
An individual is being bullied when he or she is the victim of direct and/or 
indirect aggression happening on a weekly basis, by the same or different 
perpetrator(s). Single incidences of aggression can also be viewed as bullying, 
particularly those that are severe and where the individual either believes or fears 
that he or she is at risk of future victimization by the same perpetrator or others. 
(p. 232) 
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Leddy and O’Connell (2002) conceptualized prison bullying as being physically 
threatening, psychologically damaging (e.g., name calling and rumor spreading), and/or 
materially driven (e.g., focused on goods or money). Leddy and O’Connell conducted 
structured interviews with 213 male inmates and 19 female inmates to assess the 
prevalence, nature, and psychological correlates of bullying in Irish prisons. Of females, 
36.8% reported having been bullied by other inmates (these respondents were categorized 
as pure victims or bully/victims). Of the victims, 33.1% reported that they had been 
victimized “most days” or “every day” (p. 136). Further, the researchers found that 
42.1% of females admitted to bullying others (these respondents were categorized as pure 
bullies and bully/victims). Of the bullies, 28.8% reported that they had bullied other 
inmates “most days” or “every day” (p. 136). In the total sample, the most common forms 
of bullying included spreading rumors, name-calling, practical jokes, verbal threats, 
teasing, and theft. Finally, victimization (pure victim and bully/victim) was associated 
with poorer psychological well-being than was found in the inmates categorized as either 
pure bullies or not involved, as measured by the short form of the General Health 
Questionnaire (GHQ-12; Goldberg, 1992). 
Ireland, Archer, and Power (2007) sampled 728 men and 525 women from 11 
separate prisons in the United Kingdom to assess incidences of direct and indirect 
bullying. Each participant completed a demographics questionnaire as well as the Direct 
and Indirect Prisoner Behaviour Checklist (DIPC). Overall, Ireland et al. found that 42% 
of the population reported having perpetrated at least one instance of bullying while in 
prison (39% women, 44% men), and 52% of the population reported having experienced 
at least one instance of being bullied while in prison (55% women, 50% men). Indirect 
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bullying was reported more frequently than was direct bullying by both women and men. 
Further, the researchers found no significant sex differences in relation to direct or 
indirect bullying. These results are consistent with the majority of previous studies 
among adult prisoners with smaller sample sizes. However, the findings that indicated no 
significant sex differences are inconsistent with research conducted outside the prison 
setting (Crick, 1996). 
One explanation proposed by Ireland and Monaghan (2006) for indirect 
aggression being more common than direct aggression among both males and females 
within the prison setting was the low likelihood of being caught for indirect aggression 
(i.e., guards may have their hands full dealing with the much more obvious physical 
aggression and violence). Further, the researchers hypothesized that, by engaging in 
indirect aggression, perpetrators were able to obtain the desired effect on the victim and 
circumvent the high cost of punishment or penalties associated with direct aggression. 
In the most recent study looking at bullying behavior among female inmates, 
Ireland and Ireland (2008) surveyed 118 women at a prison in the United Kingdom using 
a modified version of the DIPC (the DIPC-Scaled Version; Ireland, 2004). Using this 
new version, participants rated the frequency with which they experienced or engaged in 
bullying behaviors in the previous month rather than the presence or absence of bullying 
behaviors (which was the format of the original DIPC). In this study, 82.2% of women 
reported being bullied at least once in the past month. Ireland and Ireland broke this 
statistic down further and found that 63.6% reported direct victimization, 72% reported 
indirect victimization, and 20.3% reported coercive victimization. Looking at 
perpetrators, 67.9% of women reported that they had bullied others in the past month. 
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Further, 43.2% of the female perpetrators reported bullying others directly, 57.6% 
reported engaging in indirect bullying, and 4.2% perpetrators reported coercive 
perpetration. The authors noted that the DIPC-Scaled version was not necessarily better 
than the old version of the DIPC; however, it did allow for more advanced statistical 
techniques and classification of inmates. 
Prediction of Group Membership Based on Bullying Behavior 
In a qualitative study looking at female inmate’s subjective experiences in prison, 
Pogrebin and Dodge (2001) conducted semi-structured interviews with 54 female 
parolees who had previously served time at a state institution in the western United 
States. The researchers reported that women who were incarcerated for the first time 
found their experiences to be quite traumatic. Specifically, new prisoners with limited 
criminal backgrounds and no friends in prison experienced the most difficulty. Women in 
the study reported that passivity resulted in being exploited and bullied. Further, many 
women reported believing they had no choice but to act tough “for the sake of survival” 
(p. 534). The researchers found that older women commonly complained about younger 
women who were louder and more violent than the older women in prison. Overall, the 
researchers concluded that classification of inmates was the most problematic area in the 
prison system. Further, they hypothesized that increased classification of aggressive 
inmates could prevent much of the violence and fear experienced by women in prison. 
Ireland (1999) conducted a multiple logistic regression in an attempt to use inmate 
characteristics (age, ethnic origin, length of present sentence, offense, and length of time 
served throughout lifetime) to predict group membership in four categories: pure bully, 
bully/victim, pure victim, and not-involved categories. For females, Ireland did not find 
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any significant predictors of group membership for the pure bully or bully/victim 
categories. However, Ireland found that older female inmates were significantly more 
likely than younger female inmates to belong to the pure victim category. Further, she 
found that less time served over a lifetime significantly predicted membership in the not-
involved category. Ireland suggested that more research was needed to aid in the 
identification of pure bullies and bully/victims in order to decrease the prevalence rates of 
bullying in prisons.  
In a further attempt to aid in the classification of inmates into categories, Ireland 
(2001) conducted a study using the DIPC. She surveyed 196 females from two separate 
female prison establishments and found that membership in the bully/victim group was 
significantly predicted by longer current prison sentences, whereas membership in the 
not-involved group was significantly predicted by shorter current prison sentences. 
Unlike previous research (Ireland, 1999), there were no significant predictors for the pure 
victim group. In regard to prison-related behavioral characteristics of groups, increased 
negative behavior toward staff or prison rules significantly predicted group membership 
in the bully/victim group and decreased negative behavior significantly predicted group 
membership in the not-involved group. There were no significant predictors for the pure 
bully or the pure victim groups. Ireland suggested that researching both personal/ 
descriptive statistics (i.e., sentence length, offense type, age, and ethnic origin) and 
prison-related behavior may result in greater accuracy in distinguishing group 
membership of female inmates. The need for more than one set of predictors may speak 
to the importance of setting and context – some inmates may act very differently 
depending on their location. In fact, Ireland reported that prison location affected the 
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findings of her study in that it was the only significant predictor for the pure victim 
group. These findings are consistent with literature on predicting institutional misconduct 
as well (Gover, Perez, & Jennings, 2008). 
Attempting to follow-up on Ireland’s (2001) findings that prison-related behavior 
is an important predictor of group membership, Ireland and Archer (2002) conducted a 
study to identify whether adult bullies and victims differed in their perceived 
consequences of using aggression in response to being bullied. A total of 406 adult 
prisoners (196 female, 210 male) from four different prisons in England completed the 
Direct and Indirect Prisoner Behaviour Checklist (DIPC) and the Bullying Social 
Problem Solving Questionnaire (BSPSQ). The investigators categorized the prisoners 
into four distinct bully categories based on the DIPC: pure bullies, bully/victims, pure 
victims, and not-involved individuals. Of females, 11.2% (22 females) were classified as 
pure bullies, 36.2% (71 females) were classified as bully/victims, 25% (49 females) were 
classified as pure victims, and 28% (54 females) were classified as not-involved. Of 
males, 17.1% (36 males) were classified as pure bullies, 33.8% (71 males) were classified 
as bully/victims, 21% (44 males) were classified as pure victims, and 28.1% (59 males) 
were classified as not-involved.  
 Ireland and Archer (2002) found a number of differences between gender and 
across categories regarding perceived consequences of attempting to solve bullying by 
using aggression. Overall, males were significantly more likely to report positive 
outcomes of aggression than were females. However, both males and females who 
engaged in bullying behaviors (both pure bullies and bully/victims) were more likely to 
report positive consequences of aggression than were pure victims and not-involved 
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individuals, whereas males and females classified as not-involved reported more negative 
consequences of aggression than did pure bullies, bully/victims, and pure victims. 
Unexpectedly, pure victims, regardless of gender, did not report more negative outcomes 
of aggression than positive outcomes. Finally, Ireland and Archer suggested that 
additional gender-specific studies on perceptions of bullying and aggressive behavior 
were warranted to aid in the establishment and effectiveness of bullying intervention 
programs within prison settings.  
Dabbs and Hargrove (1997) assessed how age and testosterone related to 
aggressive behavior in prison among female inmates by looking at institutional records, 
staff reports, and saliva samples from 87 women inmates in a maximum-security state 
prison. The researchers found that aggressive dominance in prison increased significantly 
with testosterone. Further, they found that age was negatively correlated with aggressive 
dominance and that this relationship was mediated by changes in testosterone over time. 
Interestingly, Dabbs and Hargrove showed that criminal violence outside of prison did 
not increase with testosterone. Further, aggressive dominance inside prison and criminal 
violence outside of prison were unrelated. At the end of the study, the researchers decided 
to include female inmates with low levels of testosterone. They asked staff members 
(who were blind to the levels of testosterone among the female inmates) to describe how 
the five inmates with the lowest levels of testosterone were similar to one another. They 
labeled the inmates as “manipulative,” “treacherous,” “back stabbers,” and “sneaky” (p. 
479). This study brings to bear significant findings in the differences of female inmates 
based on levels of testosterone and suggests that testosterone levels may be an important 
consideration among female inmate populations. Further, it suggests that female inmates 
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with high levels of testosterone may face confrontation in an open and direct manner, 
whereas female inmates with low levels of testosterone may deal with others in an 
indirect manner. This may also say something about the importance of context – some 
inmates were aggressive dominant in prison but not outside of prison. 
Purpose of the Current Study 
In sum, the research to date indicates bullying behavior among female inmates is 
a prevalent phenomenon; yet even more prevalent and less well-researched is the idea of 
relational aggression among inmates. For these reasons, continued research regarding 
relational aggression in correctional facilities is imperative. 
The purpose of the current study was to examine via survey both the prevalence 
of relational aggression and the characteristics of female inmates who engage in and/or 
are victims of relational aggression among female ODOC inmates as measured by a 
demographic questionnaire and a survey developed for this study, the Inmate Aggression 
Inventory. 
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METHOD 
Participants 
 After obtaining approval from both Pacific University’s Institutional Review 
Board (IRB) and ODOC’s IRB, a randomly generated list of the names of 250 eligible 
female inmates (125 from medium security, 125 from minimum security) was provided 
by ODOC staff in March 2009. Inmates were considered eligible to participate in the 
study if they were currently incarcerated, 18 years of age or older, and English-speaking.  
 Comparing demographics and other characteristics of the survey sample and the 
overall population of female inmates at ODOC at the time of the study, the women were 
comparable in most respects; however, some differences can be found. Looking first at 
the demographic variables, as can be seen in Table 1, the sample and the overall 
population were similar in terms of the proportion of most ethnic groups 
(White/Caucasian, Asian American/Pacific Islander, and Hispanic/Latino) and age groups 
(25-30, 46-60, and over 61 years). The sample differed from the general population in 
that Blacks/African Americans and 18- to 24-year-olds were underrepresented and 
American Indians/Alaskan Natives and 31- to 45-year-olds were overrepresented in the 
sample. Additionally, the survey sample and the overall population were similar in terms 
of proportion of inmates with mental disorders (68.2% and 76.0%, respectively) and 
developmental disabilities (3.6% and 4.7% respectively). 
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 As can be seen in Table 2, incarceration-related variables of the sample of inmates 
and the total population were also similar in terms of security level (minimum and 
medium), offense group (violent and nonviolent), and previous incarcerations. 
Table 1 
Demographic Variables of the Survey Sample of Inmates (N = 110) and the Total 
Population (1,143 Inmates)  
             
 
Variable     Survey Sample (%) Total Population (%)  
             
Ethnicity 
 White/Caucasian             79.4   83.0  
 Black/African American   4.1                7.8 
 Asian American/Pacific Islander  2.1     1.8
 Hispanic/Latino    5.2     3.5  
 American Indian/Alaskan Native  7.2                                 3.9 
 Other      2.1     --- 
Age     
 <17      ---     2.8 
18-24               11.8   21.0  
 25-30               24.6   22.4  
 31-45               50.0   39.3  
 46-60               11.8   13.3  
 61+      1.8     1.2 
 
Table 2 
Incarceration-Related Variables of the Survey Sample of Inmates (N = 110) and the Total 
Population (1,143 Inmates)  
             
 
Variable     Survey Sample (%)  Total Population (%)  
             
Security Level       
 Minimum     65.5   58.3 
 Medium     31.8   27.1  
 Segregation       2.7     --- 
Offense Group       
 Violent     37.4    44.8  
 Nonviolent     62.6   55.2 
Previous Incarcerations    44.5   36.0 
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Additional demographic and incarceration-related variables for the sample of inmates are 
presented in Table 3 and Table 4 respectively. 
Table 3 
Demographic Variables of the Survey Sample of Inmates (N = 110)  
             
 
Variable     Survey Sample (%) 
             
Marital Status         
 Single/Never Married    33.0 
 Divorced/Legally Separated   34.9 
 Widowed       3.7 
 Married/Long-term Relationship  28.4 
Education         
 Grade School     14.7 
 High School Diploma/GED   51.4 
 Some College     27.5 
 College Degree      6.4 
Sexual Orientation (Out of prison)      
 Heterosexual     65.5 
 Bisexual     30.0 
 Homosexual       3.6 
 Other        0.9 
Sexual Orientation (In prison)      
 Heterosexual     61.5 
 Bisexual     31.2 
 Homosexual       3.7 
 Other        3.7 
Mental Health/Developmental Disability     
 Depressive Disorder    39.1 
 Bipolar Disorder    12.7 
 Anxiety Disorder    40.0 
 Psychotic Disorder      5.5 
 Personality Disorder      6.4 
 Developmental Disability     3.6   
 Other      20.9 
 NA      31.8 
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Table 4 
 
Incarceration-Related Variables of the Survey Sample of Inmates (N = 110)  
             
 
Variable     Survey Sample (%) 
             
Sentence Length       
 0-60 months     71.8 
 61-120 months    18.2 
 121-300 months      8.2 
 Life, no parole       1.8       
 Death              
Time Served for Current Offense       
 0-60 months     90.0     
 61-120        6.4 
 121-300       3.6 
Disciplinary Reports        
 0      58.7   
1      17.4  
 2      10.1  
 3+      13.8 
Disciplinary Reports Involving an Inmate   
 0      79.1 
 1      11.8 
 2        5.5 
 3+        3.6 
Amount of Funds on Record     
 $0-99      69.4 
 $100-250     22.3 
$251+        8.3 
 
Measure 
I created The Inmate Relational Aggression Inventory for use in the current study 
after I received written permission from Thomas Gumpel, author of the School Violence 
Inventory (SVI; Gumpel, 2008), to modify the SVI to meet the needs of my study. The 
Inmate Relational Aggression Inventory (see Appendix C) examines relational aggression 
among inmates. It was devised to describe prevalence and characteristics of relational 
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aggression and reporting of incidents of relational aggression. Further, it includes discrete 
behaviors that represent aggressors or victims in order to classify inmates into one of four 
categories (pure aggressor, aggressor/victim, pure victim, and not-involved). Examples of 
aggressor items include the following: Since you arrived at Coffee Creek for your current 
charges, how often did you lie about another inmate you wanted to hurt? and Since you 
arrived at Coffee Creek for your current charges, how often did you spread rumors about 
another inmate?. Examples of victim items include the following: Since you arrived at 
Coffee Creek for your current charges, how many times did an inmate betray you? and 
Since you arrived at Coffee Creek for your current charges, how many times did a friend 
make friends with someone else to get back at you?. Inmates are asked to indicate which, 
if any, behaviors they have engaged in or have experienced and how often these 
behaviors occurred. Further, the inmates are asked to indicate where these incidents 
occurred (e.g., cell, dormitory, shower, service area). Finally, inmates are asked to 
indicate what they have done about the incidents (e.g., nothing, went to another inmate, 
went to a guard) and how incidents were dealt with. Options that the participants could 
choose when asked how incidents were dealt with include the following: I did not 
complain and the incident occurred again, I complained and the problem was dealt with 
to my satisfaction, and I complained and the problem was not dealt with to my 
satisfaction. 
Procedure 
 Surveys were conducted at the two facilities (i.e., minimum and medium security) 
in May through June of 2009. In the medium-security facility, correctional staff escorted 
10 inmates selected from the list provided by ODOC to a conference room. In the 
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minimum-security facility, 12 inmates selected from the list were asked to meet in a 
conference room. In both facilities, inmates arrived at the conference room every 45 min. 
After the door was secured so that correctional staff were not able to hear what was 
discussed, I introduced myself and invited each group to participate in a study about 
relational aggression occurring among inmates in correctional institutions. I verbally 
reviewed each section of the survey and informed the inmates that if they chose to 
participate they could withdraw from the study at any time. Next, the inmates were 
informed that they would not be asked to provide names, identification numbers, or any 
details of perpetrators of aggression in order to ensure that the surveys would be filled out 
as honestly and accurately as possible. Finally, the inmates were advised that a researcher 
would be present at all times to answer any questions and to collect the surveys. The 
inmates who agreed to participate were instructed to sign the statement of consent 
(Appendix A). Inmates who chose not to participate were either escorted back to their 
housing unit by correctional staff (in the medium-security facility) or allowed to leave the 
conference room on their own (in the minimum-security facility). 
 A total of 110 medium-security inmates were asked to participate, of whom 36 
agreed, resulting in an approximate response rate of 33%. A total of 96 minimum-
security inmates were asked to participate, of whom 74 agreed, resulting in an 
approximate response rate of 77%. Reasons for refusals included being unable to attend 
due to work, doctor appointments, or language barriers. Further, at least 2 inmates were 
invited to participate in the study more than once. There were, however, a number of 
inmates who refused the survey because they feared retaliation from other inmates. For 
instance, one group of 10 inmates refused to participate because “everyone in our housing 
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unit saw us come down here.” This group refusal was initiated by one or two outspoken 
inmates and resulted in a chain reaction within the group. 
Each participant filled out a demographic information questionnaire (see 
Appendix B). The questionnaire was used to gather descriptive information about the 
inmates (i.e., age, ethnicity, education) and incarceration-related variables (i.e., offense, 
security level, length of sentence). 
After informed consent and demographic information were completed, I asked the 
inmates to fill out The Inmate Relational Aggression Inventory. The entire process lasted 
approximately 30 min. When the inmates were finished, correctional staff escorted the 
medium-security inmates back to their housing units. The minimum-security inmates 
were free to leave at any time. 
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RESULTS 
 Of the 110 inmates surveyed, 103 (93.6%) reported being involved in relational 
aggression in some way. Further, 99 inmates (90%) reported experiencing one or more 
incidents of relational aggression during their current prison sentence, and 77 inmates 
(70%) reported being relationally aggressive to another inmate. 
All inmates were categorized into one of four groups based on previous bullying 
research (Ireland, 1999, 2001; Ireland & Archer, 2002): pure aggressor, aggressor/victim, 
pure victim, or not-involved. For the current study, inmates were considered pure 
aggressors if they responded positively to one or more aggressor items on the survey but 
did not respond to any victim items. Inmates were considered aggressor/victims if they 
responded positively to both aggressor and victim items. Inmates were categorized as 
pure victims if they responded positively to one or more victim items but did not respond 
positively to any aggressor items. Finally, not-involved inmates responded never on all 
aggressor and all victim items. Four inmates (approximately 4%) reported being pure 
aggressors of relational aggression, 73 (approximately 66%) reported being 
aggressor/victims, 26 (approximately 24%) reported being pure victims, and 7 
(approximately 6%) reported that they were not-involved. 
 Demographic characteristics are reported for pure aggressors, aggressor/victims, 
pure victims, and those who were not-involved in Table 5. Incarceration-related variables 
for the four groups were also examined (see Table 6). 
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Table 5 
Demographic Characteristics of the Four Categories of Inmates (% per Category) 
 
 
Variable 
 
Pure 
Aggressors 
(n = 4) 
 
Aggressor/  
Victims 
 (n = 73) 
 
Pure 
Victims  
(n = 26) 
 
Not-
Involved 
(n = 7) 
 
Ethnicity     
White/Caucasian 3 (75.0) 51 (69.8) 18 (69.0) 4 (57.1) 
Black/African American  ---   3   (4.1)   1   (3.8) --- 
Asian American/Pacific Islander ---   2   (2.7) --- --- 
Hispanic/Latino 1 (25.0)   1   (1.4)   3 (11.5) 2 (28.6) 
American Indian or Alaskan Native ---   4   (5.5)   3 (11.5) --- 
Other --- 12 (16.4)   1   (3.8) 1 (14.3) 
     
Age (years)     
18-39 3 (75.0) 57 (78.0) 13 (50.0) 4 (57.1) 
40-59 1 (25.0) 16 (22.0) 12 (46.0) 3 (42.9) 
Over 60  --- ---   1   (3.8) --- 
     
Education     
Grade School 2 (50.0)   10 (13.7)  2   (8.0) 2 (28.6) 
High School Diploma/GED 2 (50.0)  38 (52.1) 14 (56.0) 2 (28.6) 
Some College ---  20 (27.4)  8 (32.0) 2 (28.6) 
College Degree ---    5   (6.8)  1   (4.0) 1 (14.3) 
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Table 6 
 
Incarcerated-Related Variables of the Four Categories of Inmates (% per Category) 
 
 
Variable 
 
Pure 
Aggressors 
(n = 4) 
 
Aggressor 
/ Victims 
(n = 73) 
 
Pure 
Victims  
(n = 26) 
 
Not-
Involved 
(n = 7) 
 
Security Level     
Minimum 1 (25.0) 51 (69.9) 17 (65.4) 3 (42.9) 
Medium 3 (75.0) 19 (26.0)   9 (34.6) 4 (57.1) 
Segregation ---   3   (4.1)  --- --- 
     
Sentence Length     
0-60 months 3 (75.0) 52 (71.2) 19 (73.1) 5 (71.4) 
61-120 1 (25.0) 13 (17.8)   5 (19.2) 1 (14.3) 
121-300 ---   8 (11.0)   2   (7.7) 1 (14.3) 
     
Time Served for Current Offense     
0-60 months   4 (100.0) 66 (90.4) 23 (88.5) 6 (85.7) 
61-120 ---   4   (5.4)   3 (11.5) --- 
121-300 ---   3   (4.2) --- 1 (14.3) 
     
Previous Incarcerations 1 (25.0) 35 (47.9) 12 (46.2) 1 (14.3) 
     
No Previous Incarcerations 3 (75.0) 38 (52.1) 14 (53.8) 6 (85.7) 
     
Disciplinary Reports     
0 3 (75.0) 35 (48.6) 21 (80.8) 5 (71.4) 
1 --- 16 (22.2)   1   (3.8) 2 (28.6) 
2 ---   8 (11.1)   3 (11.5) --- 
3+ 1 (25.0) 13 (18.1)   1   (3.8) --- 
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Survey questions about inmates’ experiences of victimization of relational 
aggression from other inmates are presented in Table 7. The experiences are listed from 
most to least common. 
Table 7 
 
Inmate’s Experiences of Victimization of Relational Aggression from Other Inmates (%) 
 
Experience 
 
 
% of 
Participants 
  
Being lied about 74.3 
Being betrayed 72.5 
Receiving the silent treatment 70.7 
Having rumors spread about them 68.8 
Having property stolen from them 54.1 
Being avoided  54.1 
Having their secrets told to another inmate 51.3 
Being “ratted on” to a guard 48.7 
Being purposely ignored 46.8 
Having a friend make friends with someone else to get back at them 24.8 
Being excluded because of their ethnicity 24.8 
Being purposely excluded from activities and/or games 24.7 
Having bullies harass them systematically and repeatedly 23.9 
Being harassed or cussed at because of their ethnicity 22.9 
Being threatened by a group of inmates 21.1 
Having other inmates refuse to be their partner during activities 14.7 
Being hurt by not receiving an invitation to an event 12.8 
Being blackmailed   6.4 
Having a message written about them on walls in bathrooms, etc.   2.8 
 
The inmates were asked general questions about what happened after the 
victimization occurred. One item asked, What happened after these events?. Most 
frequently, inmates responded that the events did not happen (39.1%) or the events did 
not affect them (30.9%). However, 18.2% acknowledged that they had changed their 
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behavior and 16.4% reported that they were worried. Still, 9.1% reported that they were 
afraid and 8.2% reported that they got back at their aggressor. 
 Three items asked about what the inmates did when incidents of victimization 
occur. The most frequent response was that nothing like that had ever happened (43.6%), 
followed by indicating that they did not discuss these matters with anyone (38.2%). 
However, 27.3% did discuss these matters with other inmates. When asked to describe 
why incidents were not discussed, 5 out of the 30 inmates who responded wrote in 
statements such as, “I’m afraid of retaliation” and 4 of the 30 inmates who responded 
wrote statements such as, “because then you’re known as a snitch or rat.” When the 
respondents described how often they discussed matters with other inmates, 18 out of the 
25 inmates who responded wrote in statements such as, “whenever necessary,” 3 of the 
25 inmates who responded wrote statements such as “sometimes,” and 4 of the 25 
inmates who responded wrote statements such as “rarely, only ones I know I can trust” 
and “only when it’s real bad.” Other respondents selected that when victimization 
occurred they would find a way to get back or take revenge (7.3%), go to a staff person 
other than a guard (5.5%), go to a guard (4.5%), or do some other behavior (24.8%). 
When asked to describe “other,” the respondents wrote down a range of statements such 
as the following: “deal with it,” “ignore it,” “bury my feelings or do self harm,” “get 
really depressed and think of dying,” “I ain’t scared to stand up for myself,” “give it right 
back,” and “fight.” 
 Another item asked, How was the incident dealt with?. Again, the most frequent 
response was that nothing like that had ever happened (43.6%), followed by reports of 
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complaining to guards or other staff members (27.3%) or dealing with it personally 
(19.1%). 
Next, inmates were asked, Where did it happen?. The most common response to 
this question was the dormitory, with 12.7% of the inmates giving this answer. Other 
responses included cell/room (8.2%), kitchen (3.6%), hallway (3.6%), and yard (2.7%). 
Inmates reported that noon to 6:00 p.m. was the most common time for incidents of 
victimization to occur, with 22.7% of the inmates giving this answer. The next most 
frequent responses included 6:00 p.m. to midnight (13.6%) and 6:00 a.m. to noon 
(12.7%).  
Two questions asked about the aggressors; however, no identifying information 
was requested. In keeping with previous responses, the majority of respondents (51.8%) 
answered that nothing like that had ever happened, followed by indicating that the 
aggressor was an inmate from the respondent’s housing unit (22.7%) or a group from her 
housing unit (15.5%). Each of the following responses was selected by 14.5% of the 
respondents:  the aggressor was an inmate from a different housing unit, the aggressor 
was an inmate known by the respondent, and the aggressor was an inmate unknown by 
the respondent. Finally, each of the following responses was selected by 9.1% of the 
respondents: the aggressors were a group from a different housing unit, the aggressors 
were a group known by the respondent, and the aggressors were a group unknown by the 
respondent.   
 Responses to survey questions asking inmates about their aggressive behavior 
toward other inmates are presented in Table 8. Items are listed from most to least 
common.
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Table 8 
Inmate’s Aggressive Behavior Toward Other Inmates (%) 
 
Behavior 
 
% of 
Participants 
  
Refusing to speak to another inmate 68.2 
Ignoring another inmate in order to hurt her 49.0 
Suggesting boycotting, shunning, or ostracizing another inmate 20.9 
Spreading rumors about another inmate 17.2 
Making friends with someone else for the purpose of revenge 15.5 
Lying about another inmate you wanted to hurt 12.7 
Telling another inmate’s secrets in order to hurt her 11.8 
Harassing or cussing at another inmate because of her ethnicity 10.9 
Systematically and Repeatedly bullying weaker inmates 10.9 
Stealing personal equipment or property from another inmate   2.7 
 
 After the questions asking inmates about their own aggressive behavior, inmates 
were asked, What is the worst punishment you have received?.  The largest number of 
respondents (26.4%) reported that they had never been punished. A total of 22.7% 
reported that they had received a disciplinary report (DR), and another 22.7% indicated 
they had received disciplinary segregation. Finally, 20.9% indicated that they had been 
scolded by a staff member. Of the 25.5% who selected the other category, the majority 
described their worst punishment as “four-hour bunk-in” or “eight-hour bunk-in.” 
 The final item asked, Do you feel less popular than other inmates in your housing 
unit?. Of the respondents, 54.5% reported they had never felt less popular, 16.4% 
reported they seldom felt less popular, 15.5% reported they sometimes felt less popular, 
5.5% reported they frequently felt less popular, and 6.4% reported always feeling less 
popular. 
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DISCUSSION 
 In the current study, I examined the prevalence and characteristics of relational 
aggression among female inmates in an Oregon state correctional facility. Of the 110 
inmates surveyed, 103 (93.6%) reported that they had been involved in relational 
aggression in some way (i.e., as an aggressor, victim, or both aggressor and victim), 
suggesting that relational aggression is highly prevalent in this female prison population. 
The percentage of inmates in the current study who reported that they had experienced 
relational aggression (90%) and the percentage of those who reported that they had 
perpetrated acts of relational aggression (70%) are both higher than rates that were found 
in previous research that looked at bullying behaviors among female inmates. In previous 
studies, for example, the rates of individuals who reported being bullied ranged from 
36.8% to 55% and the rates of individuals who reported bullying others ranged from 39% 
to 42.1% (Ireland, Archer, & Power, 2007; Leddy & O’Connell, 2002). However, there 
was one exception to the lower rates of bullying behaviors that were reported in the 
literature. Ireland and Ireland (2008) reported that 82.2% of the inmates in their sample 
reported being bullied and 67.9% reported bullying others. 
 It is important to note that bullying and relational aggression are not the same 
construct, despite some of the overlap in behaviors that constitute the two terms. The 
differences in definition may account for the differing rates. For example, previous 
researchers consistently reported indirect forms of bullying as being more frequent than 
direct forms of bullying (Ireland, 2001), and indirect bullying is even more closely 
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related to relational aggression. Ultimately, bullying behaviors among females inmates 
encompass a much broader scope of behaviors and cannot be directly compared to rates 
of relational aggression. However, bullying is the closest construct that can be compared 
to relational aggression at this time. Therefore, I attempted to categorize relational 
aggression much like bullying behaviors were categorized in previous research to 
maintain a familiar framework of understanding.  
 In attempting to characterize relational aggression among female inmates, I 
categorized each inmate into groups similar to those in prior research on bullying 
behaviors (Ireland & Ireland, 2008). Results of the current study were similar to previous 
research of bullying behaviors in that pure aggressors were found much less frequently in 
female inmate populations than were either aggressor/victims or pure victims. Unlike 
previous research, however, few inmates in the current study were categorized as being 
not-involved. It is interesting to note that Ireland and Archer (2002) found that inmates 
who were not involved in bullying behaviors perceived more negative consequences of 
bullying than did pure bullies, bully/victims, or pure victims. Putting this together with 
Ireland and Monaghan’s (2006) hypothesis that indirect bullying was more common 
among both male and female inmates because of the lower likelihood of being caught and 
Ben-Horin’s (2001) report that correctional staff were virtually unaware of relational 
aggression, it makes sense that there would be fewer inmates who were not involved in 
relational aggression. There seem to be few to no consequences for inmates who are 
perpetrating this kind of abuse on other inmates. 
 Engaging in relational aggression may result in fewer consequences to the 
aggressor than does overt aggression; however, consequences to the victims may be quite 
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severe. For instance, one inmate in the current study wrote that her response to such 
behaviors was to become severely depressed and think about dying. Another inmate 
described burying her feelings or doing self-harm. Questions about suicide and self-harm 
were not asked on the survey, so the fact that two inmates commented on such behaviors 
without being prompted may suggest that this type of consequence is more common than 
might be expected.  
 Another consequence of the high rate of relational aggression occurring among 
inmates is a lack of trust. When inmates were asked to describe whom they talked to 
about incidents of relational aggression, many inmates stated that they could not trust 
anyone with their problems or that they had to be careful about speaking to other inmates 
about their problems. Further, a number of inmates made comments to the effect that 
“there is no such thing as a real friend in prison.” 
 Some researchers have indicated differences among pure bullies, bully/victims, 
pure victims, and not-involved inmates. For instance, Ireland (2000) reported that the not-
involved and pure bully groups contained the largest proportions of violent offenders, and 
the not-involved and pure victim groups contained the youngest inmates. These 
differences were not found in the current study, possibly due to the small number of 
inmates in the pure aggressor and not-involved categories; however, this could also be 
due to the fact that relational aggression is widespread throughout the prison population. 
On the other hand, there was some suggestion that inmates were aware of factors that led 
some inmates to be viewed as weaker than others. One inmate stated, “You can’t be 
weak. If you’re old, disabled—anything—people will prey on you.” Further, it was 
common for inmates to say they were not afraid to stand up for themselves. Some 
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inmates made statements to the effect that “You have to let them know you can handle 
it.” Other inmates acted like the survey was a joke. They laughed at the survey questions 
and said the behaviors in question occurred all day, every day. In fact, many inmates 
engaged in relationally aggressive acts while taking the survey. They talked about people 
who walked by and whispered so other inmates taking the survey could not hear their 
conversations. These same inmates said that they believed relational aggression was so 
ingrained in the system that there was nothing they could do about it except bide their 
time. 
 Ben-Horin (2001) indicated ethnic differences in the expression of relational 
aggression and physical aggression. Specifically, she found that African American 
inmates had significantly higher relational aggression and physical aggression scores than 
did Caucasian inmates and “other” inmates. In the current study, information regarding 
ethnic differences was limited. However, there were some indications that ethnic groups 
may be perpetrating relational aggression on inmates who were different from them. One 
question in particular touched on this: If a group of inmates harassed/insulted/excluded/ 
bullied you, who where they?. Some responses to the “other” category included, “a native 
clique,” “black Americans,” and “white supremist, racist individuals.”  
 In sum, relational aggression is not only heavily engrained in the prison system, 
but the inmates who are involved in this type of aggression do not see a way out. Inmates 
are forced to accept relational aggression as part of their way of life despite the severe 
consequences to the victims. Relational aggression is a byproduct of the environment that 
oozes its way into the lives of the inmates in unsuspecting ways. It is unlike any other 
form of aggression that has been previously addressed in the literature, yet the reported 
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rates in this study suggest that it is more prevalent than any other form of aggressive 
behavior among female inmates.  
Strengths and Limitations of the Current Study 
 No other research directly exploring this topic could be found, and thus the 
current study appears to be the first to assess the prevalence and characteristics of 
relational aggression among female inmates. Especially unique relative to the current 
literature on female inmates, this study allowed inmates to report their experiences in a 
semi-structured format. The study also provided inmates with a rare opportunity to 
anonymously share their opinions and experiences in correctional facilities with a 
researcher not affiliated with the Department of Corrections. Further, the current study 
allowed the inmates to take part in something that may help change future prison policies 
in order to attain greater safety and security in the prison setting.  
 Although the validity of self-report measures has been questioned, Ahmad and 
Smith (1990) argued that self-report measures were more reliable than both individual 
interviews and recognition of aggressive behaviors by others. This potential drawback of 
interviews and peer nominating assessment approaches was especially apparent when 
inmates discussed topics such as a “prison code you just don’t break.” In speaking about 
this code, the inmates were referring to “people who tell,” or “rats.” The anonymous self-
report format in the current study allowed inmates who participated to answer the 
questions without fear of retaliation, ultimately making it safer for them than an interview 
format.  In addition, no identifying information about perpetrators was collected. 
 Several limitations are also noteworthy. The first is that, even with the anonymity 
of the survey, some inmates refused to participate because they were not willing to “rat” 
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on other inmates. Other inmates were afraid that the information would get out and they 
would face retaliation. The group format itself imposed another problem because one 
inmate refusal tended to result in a chain reaction. In some cases, a refusal led to one or 
two other refusals. In one case, a refusal by one or two outspoken inmates led to refusals 
from the entire group. However, this method of administration also counted as a strength 
in that some inmates stayed when they observed that someone they knew had already 
begun the survey. 
 Finally, another limitation concerns the wording of a number of the questions on 
the survey. Some inmates apparently misinterpreted questions that began with the 
following phrase: “Since you arrived in prison for your current charges,…” They 
believed that this phrasing meant, “Given that you came to prison on certain criminal 
charges,…” rather than the ultimate intent of the question, which was “During the time 
you’ve been in prison for your current charges…” When inmates asked about the 
wording of a question, I clarified the intent. However, there may have been some 
confusion that was not clarified if the inmates did not ask questions. One indicator that 
misinterpretation of the questions did occur is that some inmates said “chomos,” or “child 
molesters,” and “baby killers” were the only inmates who were harassed because of their 
criminal charges. Ultimately, it is unknown if misinterpretation occurred that was not 
clarified during the course of the survey. 
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Directions for Future Research 
 The present study was limited in that a small number of prisoners were identified 
as either pure aggressors or not-involved inmates; therefore, I was not able to statistically 
predict group membership based on the descriptive characteristics of the inmates. For this 
reason, future researchers should address relational aggression in more detail in terms of 
specific behaviors and more descriptive incarceration-related variables in order to 
differentiate between groups involved in relational aggressive behaviors. Further, 
conducting similar studies with larger samples sizes is imperative if prediction of group 
membership is sought.  
 In addition to becoming more specific about definitions in future research, 
broadening the populations assessed would be useful.  For example, exploration of 
gender differences may be helpful in addressing the different needs of female inmates 
and in developing a gender-specific relational aggression intervention program. Also, as 
noted by previous researchers (Ben-Horin, 2001; Ireland & Monaghan, 2006), 
correctional staff often appear somewhat oblivious to relational aggression, yet it is 
occurring at astounding rates in the prison environment. Implications for future research 
in this arena could include an in-depth analysis of correctional staff and guards’ 
perceptions of relational aggression as well as a descriptive analysis regarding how they 
handle incidents of relational aggression.  
Conclusions 
 It was my hope that this study would shed some light on the prevalence and 
characteristics of relational aggression among female inmates. Indeed, it has: The results 
indicate that relational aggression is a widespread problem in the sample studied. Such 
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information may be useful in bringing about changes in the way correctional staff view 
relational aggression, ultimately paving the way for systemic changes that would impact 
inmates, both those who aggress as well as those who fall victim to the countless act of 
aggression an inmate may face while biding her time in prison. 
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APPENDIX A 
 
PACIFIC UNIVERSITY  
INFORMED CONSENT TO ACT AS A RESEARCH PARTICIPANT 
Prevalence and Characteristics of Relational Aggression Among Female Inmates 
Investigator(s) Contact Information 
Principal Investigator: 
Viva R. Wheaton 
 Pacific University, School of Professional Psychology 
 503-352-2452  
 
Thesis Committee Chair: 
 Genevieve Arnaut, Psy.D., Ph.D. 
 Pacific University, School of Professional Psychology 
 503-352-2613 
1. Study Location and Dates 
 The study is expected to begin January 2009 and end June 2009, and will take 
place at Coffee Creek Correctional Facility in Wilsonville, Oregon. 
2. Study Invitation and Purpose 
You are invited to be in a research study of female inmates. You are being invited 
to participate because you are an incarcerated in the Oregon Department of 
Corrections’ (ODOC) Coffee Creek Correctional Facility. Please read this form 
carefully and ask any questions you may have before agreeing to be in this study. 
This study is being conducted by Viva Wheaton (Principle Investigator, Student) 
and Genevieve Arnaut (Thesis Committee Chair, Faculty member). The purpose of 
this study is to better understand relationships among female inmates and to inform 
future correctional facility policy. 
3. Study Materials and Procedures 
 If you agree to be in this study, we will ask you to participate in a 30-minute 
survey about your experience in prison and your opinions regarding different types of 
behaviors occurring at Coffee Creek Correctional Facility. 
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4. Participant Characteristics and Exclusionary Criteria 
 Only female inmates who are 18 years or older, are able to read enough English to 
complete the survey, and are currently housed at Coffee Creek Correctional Facility 
will be able to participate in this study. Participants who do not meet the above 
criteria will not be included in the study. 
5. Anticipated Risks and Steps Taken to Avoid Them 
  
 Sometimes thinking about hurtful relationships and experiences can be 
uncomfortable. Although you may not feel uncomfortable right away, it is possible 
that you may start feeling this way later on. We will give all participants information 
about a counselor they can talk to from Counseling and Treatment Services (CTS). If 
you are uncomfortable answering a question, you may pass. You are also free to end 
your participation at any time and there will be no penalties or consequences if you 
decide to do so.  
6. Anticipated Direct Benefits to Participants 
You will not receive any direct benefits from participation in this survey. 
However, you may benefit indirectly through your opportunity to share your current 
prison experience in a safe and confidential place with a researcher not working for 
the ODOC. Although thinking about things like aggression may be uncomfortable for 
some people, some people report that thinking about it is helpful. Finally, the 
information you provide may influence future changes within the ODOC.  
7. Clinical Alternatives (i.e., alternative to the proposed procedure) that may be 
advantageous to participants 
 
Not applicable 
8. Participant Payment 
 
You will not receive payment or compensation for your participation. 
 
9. Medical Care and Compensation In the Event of Accidental Injury 
During your participation in this project it is important to understand that you are 
not a Pacific University clinic patient or client, nor will you be receiving 
psychotherapy as a result of your participation in this study. If you are injured during 
your participation in this study and it is not due to negligence by Pacific University, 
the researchers, or any organization associated with the research, you should not 
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expect to receive compensation or medical care from Pacific University, the 
researchers, or any organization associated with the study. 
10. Adverse Event Reporting Plan 
In the event that an adverse event occurs, a Department of Corrections staff 
member and the Pacific University Institutional Review Board (IRB) will be notified. 
11. Promise of Privacy 
 The records of this study will be kept confidential. Your answers will be kept in a 
locked, secured location. Your name will not be included in your responses. No 
specific information with identifying information will be used in the write-up or 
shared with anyone in the ODOC system. This informed consent form will be kept 
separately from any data we collect. At the time of your survey you will be assigned 
an ID number. Only the primary researchers will have access to both your name and 
ID number. If the results of this study are to be presented or published, we will not 
include any information that will make it possible to identify you as an individual. All 
data will be securely stored in a locked cabinet for a minimum of one year following 
collection and will be destroyed after use in this study.    
The researchers must follow Oregon Department of Correction Counseling and 
Treatment Services reporting regulations. Reportable information includes danger to 
self or others, abuse of identifiable children, disabled or elderly persons, staff abuse 
of inmates, escape plans or attempts, and sexual assault. The survey will ask 
questions regarding experiences of relationships. The survey will not ask for names of 
inmates and/or staff who committed the crime and/or their State Identification (SID) 
numbers; however, if this information is provided, the researchers may be required to 
inform Counseling and Treatment Services. If you do not wish this information to be 
given to Counseling and Treatment Services, please leave out identifying information 
about individuals committing these crimes. If at any point a participant discloses that 
they have committed an assault or other violent act while in the Department of 
Corrections, researchers may be required to provide this information to a Department 
of Corrections staff member.  
12. Voluntary Nature of the Study 
Your decision whether or not to participate will not affect your current or future 
relations with Pacific University, Coffee Creek Correctional Facility, or the Oregon 
Department of Corrections. If you decide to participate, you are free skip any 
question or stop at any time without any consequences. If you withdraw early, the 
investigators will own the data collected after your initial consent and before your 
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withdraw from the study unless you tell us that you wish for none of your information 
to be used. Upon completion of the study, all survey materials from the study 
completers and drop-outs will be owned by the investigators at Pacific University and 
will be securely stored in a locked cabinet for potential future use. All data will be 
transported in a locked briefcase in a locked car. Information will be kept for a 
minimum of one year following the collection of the data. 
13. Contacts and Questions 
The researchers will be happy to answer any questions you may have at any time 
during the course of the study. Complete contact information for the researchers is on 
the first page of this form. If the study in question is a student project, please contact 
the faculty advisor. If you are not satisfied with the answers you receive, please call 
Pacific University’s Institutional Review Board, at (503) 352 – 2112 to discuss your 
questions or concerns further. All concerns and questions will be kept in confidence.  
14. Statement of Consent 
 I have read and understand the above. All my questions have been answered. I am 
18 years of age or over, fluent in English, and agree to participate in the study. I have 
been offered a copy of this form to keep for my records. 
 
Participant’s Signature                                                                                            Date 
________________________________________________________________________
Guardian’s Signature                                                                                              Date 
________________________________________________________________________
Investigator’s Signature                                                                                          Date 
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Participant contact information: 
This contact information is required in case any issues arise with the study and 
participants need to be notified and/or to provide participants with the results of the study 
if they wish. 
Would you like to have a summary of the results after the study is 
completed?___Yes___No 
Participant’s name: (Please Print)_____________________ 
Street address:  ______________________________ 
Telephone:  ______________________________ 
Email:   ______________________________ 
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APPENDIX B 
Demographic Information 
 
Age:     Height:     Weight:     
 
 
Race or Ethnicity (mark all that apply):    ____  White/Caucasian 
                  ____   Black/African-American 
      ____   Asian-American or Pacific Islander 
      ____   Hispanic/Latino 
          ____   American Indian or Alaskan Native 
      ____   Other; please specify  ____________ 
 
Marital Status:    ____   Single and never married 
      ____   Divorced or legally separated  
      ____   Widowed 
      ____   Married or in a long-term relationship 
 
Highest level of education completed: ____   Grade school; last grade completed _ 
      ____   High school diploma/GED 
      ____   Some college; number of years  
           completed   
      ____   College degree; degree earned______ 
 
Sexual Orientation (On Street):  ____   Heterosexual 
      ____   Bisexual 
      ____   Homosexual 
      ____   Other; please specify     
 
Sexual Orientation (In prison):  ____   Heterosexual 
      ____   Bisexual 
      ____   Homosexual 
      ____   Other; please specify     
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Mental Health/Developmental Disability: ____   Depressive Disorder 
      ____   Bipolar Disorder 
      ____   Anxiety Disorder 
      ____   Psychotic Disorder 
      ____   Personality Disorder 
      ____   Developmental Disorder 
      ____   Other; please specify_____________ 
      ____   N/A 
 
Current Security Level:   ____   Maximum 
      ____   Medium 
      ____   Minimum 
 
Are you currently involved in any programs? 
      ____Yes; please specify________________ 
      ____No 
 
Current Incarceration: 
Current Conviction Offense(s):         
             
             
 
Age at Commitment for Current Offense:    
 
Length of Current Sentence:      
 
Time Served for this Incarceration:     
 
Previous Incarceration(s):   ____   Yes 
      ____   No   
 If yes: 
 Age at first incarceration:   
 Number of times in prison on separate convictions, except for this one?   
 
How many Disciplinary Reports have you received since you’ve been here? __________ 
How many of these Disciplinary Reports involved a problem with another inmate?_____ 
 
Current Housing Unit:           ________________________ 
 
Previous Housing Unit(s):      ________________________ 
 
Amount of funds on books:      
 
Number of visitors:       
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APPENDIX C 
Inmate Relational Aggression Inventory 
Viva R. Wheaton, 2008 
Pacific University 
INTRODUCTION 
Thank you for volunteering to participate in this study. My goal is to understand 
more about different types of aggressive behaviors in the prison setting among female 
inmates. In order to bring awareness to this topic and help make appropriate suggestions 
for change within the system, I need to know a few details about your life in prison.  
I understand that talking about these types of things can be uncomfortable. Please 
remember that, if at any point you do not want to answer a question, you can pass. If you 
have any questions or concerns at any point, please feel free to ask me. DO NOT WRITE 
YOUR NAME OR ANY IDENTIFYING INFORMATION ON THIS SURVEY. That 
way no one will know how you answered the questions. Do you have any questions 
before we begin? 
 
Since you arrived at Coffee Creek for your 
current charges, how many times … 
1. … did another inmate lie about 
you? 
2. … did another inmate betray you? 
3. … did another inmate steal things 
from you? 
4. … have you received the silent 
treatment from another inmate? 
5. … did another inmate write 
messages about you on walls, in 
bathrooms, etc.? 
6. … did an inmate “rat” on you to a 
guard? 
7. … did an inmate spread rumors 
about you? 
8. … did a friend of yours make 
friends with someone else to get 
back at you? 
    Never           Once or           Three times 
              twice               or more               
    O                       O                       O                        
  
    O                       O                       O 
 
    O                       O                       O 
 
    O                       O                       O 
 
    O                       O                       O 
               
    O                       O                       O       
 
    O                       O                       O 
 
     
    O                       O                       O 
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Since you arrived at Coffee Creek for your 
current charges, how many times … 
9. … did an inmate harass or cuss at 
you because of your ethnicity? 
10. … did a group of inmates threaten 
you? 
11. … did an inmate exclude you 
because of your ethnicity? 
12. (If you are an immigrant) … did 
another inmate cuss at you because 
of your immigrant status? 
13. … did an inmate blackmail you? 
14. … did an inmate ignore you in 
order to hurt you? 
15. … were you not invited to an event 
that other inmates were attending 
in order to hurt you? 
16. … did other inmates avoid you? 
17. … did other inmates purposefully 
exclude you from activities and/or 
games? 
18. … did an inmate tell another 
inmate or inmates your secrets? 
19. … did an inmate or inmates refuse 
to be your partner during 
activities? 
20. … were you a victim to a 
situation in which bullies 
harassed you systematically and 
repeatedly? 
    Never          Once or           Three times 
                        twice               or more 
 
    O                       O                       O 
 
 
 
    O                       O                       O 
 
 
    O                       O                       O 
 
 
 
    O                       O                       O 
 
    O                       O                       O 
    O                       O                       O 
 
 
 
 
    O                       O                       O 
 
    O                       O                       O 
 
    O                       O                       O 
 
 
     
    O                       O                       O 
 
    O                       O                       O 
 
 
    O                       O                       O 
 
 
  
 
21. What happened after these events? (Check all that apply.) 
O                        O                        O                        O                        O                        O 
Events like   I was                 I was              I changed        I got back     These events 
that did not    worried    afraid   my behavior        at them         did not 
happen                                              affect me 
 
If incidents of harassment and aggression have occurred since you’ve been at Coffee 
Creek for your current charges, answer the next questions regarding those 
incidents. 
22. To whom did you turn regarding the matter? (Check all that apply.) 
____ Nothing like that has ever happened to me so I can’t answer 
____ I went to another inmate 
____ I did not complain or tell anybody 
____ I went to a guard 
____ I went to a staff person other than a guard 
____ Other; please explain________________________________ 
23. How was the incident dealt with? (Check all that apply.) 
____ Nothing like that has ever happened to me so I can’t answer 
____ I did not complain and the incident occurred again 
____ I complained and the problem was dealt with to my satisfaction 
____ I complained and the problem was not dealt with to my satisfaction 
____ I complained but the problem wasn’t dealt with 
____ Other; please explain________________________________ 
24. With whom do you discuss incidents of harassment and persecution? 
____ I do not discuss these matters with anyone 
          Why not? _________________________________________ 
____ I discuss these matters with other inmates 
              How often? ________________________  
 ____ I discuss these matters with guards and/or other staff members 
                       How often? ________________________ 
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25. If other inmates have hurt / insulted / pushed / hit you since you arrived at Coffee 
Creek for your current charges, where did it happen? (Check all that apply.) 
____ Cell/Room 
____ Dormitory 
____ Shower 
____ Service Area (e.g. storage room, hallway, laundry, cafeteria, kitchen, 
workshop); 
         Specify: ________________________ 
26. If other inmates have harassed / insulted / excluded / bullied you since you arrived 
at Coffee Creek for your current charges, during what time of day did it happen? 
(Check all that apply.) 
____ Midnight to 6:00am 
____ 6:00am to Noon 
____ Noon to 6:00pm 
____6:00pm to Midnight 
27. If other inmates have harassed / insulted / excluded / bullied you, who did it? 
(Check all that apply.) 
____ Nothing like that has ever happened to me so I can’t answer 
____ An inmate from my housing unit 
____ An inmate from a different housing unit 
____ An inmate I knew 
____ An inmate I didn’t know 
____ Other; specify: ________________________________ 
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28. If a group of inmates harassed / insulted / excluded / bullied you, who were they? 
(Check all that apply.) 
____ Nothing like that has ever happened to me so I can’t answer 
____ A group from my housing unit 
____ A group from a different housing unit 
____ A group I knew 
____ A group I didn’t know 
____ Other; specify: ________________________________ 
29. What do you usually do if another inmate betrays you, harasses you, or threatens 
you? (Check all that apply.) 
____ Nothing like that has ever happened to me so I can’t answer 
____ Go to another inmate 
____ Do not complain or tell anybody 
____ Go to a guard 
____ Go to a staff person other than a guard 
____ Find a way to get back or take revenge 
____ Other; specify: ________________________________ 
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Up until now I asked about things that happened to you since you’ve been at Coffee Creek 
for your current charges. Now I’m going to ask you about things you may have done here.
Since you arrived at Coffee Creek for 
your current charges, how often did you 
30. … lie about another inmate you 
wanted to hurt? 
31. … steal personal equipment or 
property from another inmate? 
32. … harass or cuss at another 
inmate because she was an 
immigrant or because of her 
ethnicity? 
33. … ignore another inmate in order 
to hurt her? 
34. … spread rumors about another 
inmate? 
35. … suggest boycotting, shunning, 
or ostracizing another inmate? 
36. … made friends with someone 
else for the purpose of revenge? 
37. … told another inmate’s secrets 
in order to hurt her? 
38. … refuse to speak to an inmate? 
39. … blackmail an inmate to give 
you food, valuables, or buy 
something for you at the 
commissary? 
40. … participate as bully 
systematically and  repeatedly 
toward weaker inmates than 
yourself?  
Never          Once or        Three times 
               twice            or more                
      O                       O                       O 
 
       
      O                       O                       O 
 
      O                       O                       O 
 
 
 
      O                       O                       O 
                 
      O                       O                       O 
             
      O                       O                       O 
 
      O                       O                       O 
 
      O                       O                       O 
 
      O                       O                       O 
       
      O                       O                       O 
    
 
 
      O                       O                       O 
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41. What is the worst punishment you have received since you arrived at Coffee 
Creek? 
____ I have never been punished 
____ I have been scolded by a staff member 
____ I have received a DR 
____ I have been suspended from certain activities 
____ I have received disciplinary segregation 
____ My personal belongings have been confiscated 
____ Other; specify: ________________________________ 
42. How many good friends do you have at Coffee Creek? __________ 
43. Do you feel less popular than other inmates in your housing unit? 
____ Never 
____ Seldom 
____Sometimes 
____ Frequently 
____ Always 
 
 
 
